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Courteous Reader, 


cules by his Foot, and 
Lt Eng not, with ſome few per- 
| Ws Wop ſons, confidently believ? 

S En> 6 my thing which Sir Pe- 
| "1 ter Leiceſter doth write, 
f here give you an account of the Par- 
tiality, Omiſſtons, Uncertainties, and 
Miſtakes of the ſaid Sir Peter, 1n thoſe 
two Sheets of his Hiſtorical Antiquities, 
in which he writes of the Townſhip of 
| Over Peover. AndI cannot but wonder 
that they are ſo numerous, conſidering 
he always had liberty to peruſe any 
Deeds or Copies of Records which I 
had in my cuſtody 3 and that I alſo was 
| A 2 EVET 


(4) 
ever willing to give him any other af- 
ſiſtance concerning my Family, which 
did lie in my power. 

Firſt, in his $30 page, he calls Raxul- 
phÞus ( who, as he conteſſeth, in the Con- 
queror's time held this Townſhip of 
Peover, Or the greateſt part thereof ) 
the ſuppoſed Anceſtor of the Mair- 
warings, ashe allo uſually doth in other 
Townſhips where he hath occaſion to 
name the faid Raxdle; and yet, as you 
may ſee; page 208. he calls Odard the 
undoubted Anceſtor of the Duttors. 
Now what reaſon he can have to call 
 Odard the undoubted Anceſtor of the 
Duttons, and Rannulphus but the ſuppo- 
Fed Anceſtor of the Mainwarings, ( ex- 
cept his partiality ) I cannot imagine : 
For, firſt, the Sirname of Mainwaring 
was a fixed name, whereas the Sirname 
of Dutton was taken from-that place; 
and if another Family had bought it of - 
the Poſterity of Odard within _- Ge- 
nerations after the Conqueſt, they pol- 
fibly might have ſtiled themſelves after 
that place, that being the manner of 
thoſe Ages, as Sir Peter tells us in his 
250 page z and accordingly he not onely 
gives usexamples there of three m—— 
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of the Duttons, viz. Warburton, Chedill, 
and Aſhley, who did all call themſelves 
after the Places where they lived, bur 
hegives us many other like inſtances 
many other places of his ſaid Book. 
Secondly, Sir Peter doth not add the 
Sirname of de Dattox in his ſaid 250 
page, to the ſaid Odard, or Hugh Son of 
the ſaid Odard, but onely to Hugh de 
Dutton, Son of Hugh, who was the 
Third of that Fanuly. Whereas the Sir- 
name of Meſzilwarer, or Mainwaring, 
was uſed, as you may ſee in the 111 
page of the ſaid Book, in King William 
Rufus his days, by Richard Meſmi- 
waren, which ( except the ſaid Rarul- 
phus )1s the firſt Mainwaring that we do 
find. Thirdly, the principal reaſon (as 
I] conceive ) why Sir Peter ſays, Odard 
was the undoubted Anceſtor of the 
Duttons, 1s, becauſe the Duttons en- 
_ Joyedthoſe Lands, which the ſaid Odard 
held in the Conqueror's time, which 
were, if I miſtake not, part of Dutto, 
which the (aid Odard held of the Earl 
of Cheſter ; and Aſtor, and part of We- 
ftor, and part of Haltoy, which the ſaid 
Oaard held under Williams Fitz-Nzeel, 
Baron of Haltovz, But as the afore- 
| 43 ſaid 


Gid Lands of the aforeſaid Odard were 
eroyed by the Duttors ; fo the Lands 
of the ſaid Ranulphus in Blaken, Weni- 
Zone, Tatton, Pever, Warford, Little- 
Pever, Cepmundewiche, Ollerton, Sene- 
leſtune , Cocheſhalle , Hloiloch, Tadetune, | 
which is the ſame with Warminchan ) [ 
Norwardine, Sundreland, and Bageley in 
Cheſhire, and the Lordſhip of Waburne 
in Norfolk, (being all the Lands which 
the ſaid Ranulphys Feld in the Conque- 
ror's time ) were certainly enjoyed by 
the Mainwarings. But this I ſay not to 
take off any thing from theFamily of 
Duttors, (tor IT am fully ſatisfied that 
Odard was their Anceſtor ) but to ſhew 
the Partiality of Sir Peter, in doubting of - 
Rarnulphus more than of the ſaid Odard.' 
' -2. Hetells us 1n his ſaid 33opage, That 
by antient Deeds there were antiently | 
two Places or Hamlets in Over-Peover, 
one called Cepmnndewich, the other Fo- 
don ; Whereas there were Seven ſuch 
Places there, viz. Cepmundewich, Fodor, 
Hongrill, Hethalis, Brydenbrugge, Twy- 
ford, and Radbroc. Andit is very ſtrange, 
how Sir Peter could omit the laſt of 
theſe, ſeeing in the very ſame page he 
ſpeaks of Radbrook-houſe in _—_—— 
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andmentions a Deed by which Williatn 
Mainwaring, then Lord of Over-Peover, 
gave illam terram que vocatur Radbtroe 
zntegram, unto Thomas Mtinveting Hib 
younger Son. 

3. In the Pedigree of the Mats 
warings (page 331) heleaves out Raxyb 


phus, who is nominated in Doomſday 


_ mp er de Meſnilwarin, py 
ned in his age TIt a 
de Me ar or wy” 4 A eh Wike 
liam we Randal his Sons, ſpoken of by 
_ 4 page 341.) Roger de Memilgarin, 

— named by him, ( page 

Sir Ralph Mainwaring, and Sir Ro- 
bom: ainwaring his Son, both taken no- 


_ tice of by him, (page 330.) and this up- 


on a pretence, that they were Lords of 
Warmincham : Whereas I am confident 
he will not deny, but that the Mazr- 
warings of Warminchan were alſo 
Owners of Over-Peover, or the moſt part 
therenft, until Sir Roger Mainwaring 
gave Peover to his younger Son Sir Wit 
liam Mainwaring ;, preſently after which 
time, the Line of the Mainwarings of 
Warminchan tailing, the Mainwarings of 


 Peover became Heirs male to thoſe 


Mainwar ings of Warmincham, Sir Warine 
A 4 Miain- 
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Mainwaring, Son of Sir Thomas Mains 
warirg, Son of the laid Sir Roger, dying 
without Iflue Male. And though he-may 
pretend, that;he did not. mention thote 
Mainwarings of Warmincham, who alſo 
were Owners of Peover, becauſe they 
(as he ſyppoſeth ) then lived at Warmin+ 
cham, ui another Hundred ; yet in his 
ſaid Beok he gives an account. of the 
Deſcents of ſome, . who had Eſtates in 
Bucklow Hundred, though he then looks 
upon them as living in other Hundreds. 
4. He tells us (page 332) that Margery 
Praers, one of the Coheirs of William 
Praers of Baddeley, ( and Siſter to Joar: 
the other Coheir, who was Wite to W:1- 
liam Mainwaring ) married John Hon- 
ford of Hoxford, andatterwards that ſhe 
married Hugh Holt, 33 Edw.3. but had 
no Iſſue by Holr, and that ſhe had Iflue 
by John Honford a Son named Fohr 
Ebonford who was a Baſtard : But he 1s 
miſtaken in ſaying that Holt was her ſc- 
cond Hucta1d; for Margery had her 
Baſtard Johr Honford, before ſhe had 
any Husband, and ſhe was Wife to Hugh 
Holt,33 Edw.3.and ſhe was Wife to Johr: 
Hoxnford 46, 47, and 50 of Edw. 3. 
5. In the 332 page, he takes no notice, 
that William Leigh of. Baegelcigh, who 
= married 
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martied Joan, the Daughter of Wil:zam 
Mainwaring of Peover, in the 33 of Edw: 
3. was a Knight 3 and yet, as you may 
ſee in his 217 page, he knew the faid 
William to be a Knight. © 

6. He ſays 1n his faid 332 page, That 
William Mainwaring the Elder , who 
lived 33 Edw. YJ ſealed with three Bars, 
with a Lior paſſant FI Chief : Whereas 
the Coat of Arms was Argert, two Bars 
 Gules, on. a Chief of the Second, a Lion 
paſſant, gardant Or; and fo it 1s cut in 
his own Book, page 331. 

7. Hetakes notice ( page 332.) that 
W:lliam, younger Son of William, Son of 
William Mainwaring, had a Daughter 


|: named E/ex, who was married to Adan 


Glaſebroke : But he omits Fohz and Mar- 
gery, Brother and Siſter to the ſaid E/ex. 
8. He ſays (page 332.) that Wilkian 
Son of Roger Mainwaring died about 12 
or 13 of Edw. 3. whereasI find him Par- 
ty troa Deed made on the Eve of S. Fehr 
Baptiſt, 14 Edw. 3. and how long he 
lived after, I believe no man cantell. 

9. He fays (page 332. ) that William 
Mainwaring, Son of Willians Mainwaring 
and Foaz Pracrs, did divide the Lands 
of Baddeley between Fohn Mainwarirg 

| his 


C10) 
his Half-brother, and Joh» Honford; 
whereashe gave ſeveral thouſandAcresof 
Land, which came by his Mother, and of 
the. which the Demeſn of Baddeley was 
part, ſolely to his ſaid Brother John, and 
onely divided the remainder of the faid 
Lands; and the Will which directs that 
Diviſion, doth alſo direG& the diſpoſal 
of the other Lands. : 

10. He takes notice (page 333-) that 
William Mainwaping's Seal, 17 Rich. 2. 
had the Impreſſion of his Coat and Creſt, 
to wit, in an Eſcocheor, two Bars onely ; 
and carner-ways, on the Dexter Angle, 
on an Helmet, an Aſs-head cooped, &c. 
which (he ſays) his Heirs have ever ſince 
continued , to wit, Argent two Bars © 
Gules ; the Creſt, An Aſi-head cooped, 
proper : And tells you, that the faid W:- 
lian died 1399, 22 Rich. 2. Whereas all 
the Mainwarings that I can find, who 
have lived ſince the ſaid Wi#zan, have 
either given the Afs-head on a Torce and 
Halter'd, or elſe the Aſs-head Eraſed, or 
elſe the Aſs-head unhalter d, and within a 
Crown. | 
_. 11. Hefays (paee 333.) that Williazs 
Mainwaring. ( the Husband of Katherine 
Belgrave and Clemerntia Cotton) ſetled his 
"4 | Eſtate, 


e i = y 61 Ss 4 
” > : mY je at * 4% % 
_ p . hy - 2 ad . a tA Raw 
———_———_— = Y 
bs ; _ D - n , —_— _ 
_ — _ S EI y——— > me at. K 
_—_ _ — - 
= O—_ _ ———o——— —— ————— -_ ama wm 
— - _ —_ —— - - _ -— —— - ©>——_ _ n——_—_ 
- - —— —— —_ _ — — — _ _ Y - _ " - ” 
” - - * : - LE ” - - _ * 4 _—_— _ - _ ny <a - Y yt - 
— -_ A, eo vW— 9 2 re — ory ev tn mg. 4s Hz - _ _ — *« m— _ 
: - ” , © 2 _ * bd — —_ y _— - wy ® _ — <o—_ ” _ 4 PX y 'F 
Ca + rom _ 4 — z . 4 Y . »— oO4_—_— = #4 DI ——_— — _ —o—_— - _ 
Rude A re ee GO AGED. - . - . - n+ - Tz IE ANF —_— "4 + Jo  » SS TER RECST SY OI 
ja n hoo = - _ — Ss , _ f 1 "Le © > ” 2 J 5 wy mg" wy 7 4 a "RI 
” _ rn L 4 oo oo 4 _—_ . . bi Go ad _ - —_ > > of - at - -— JESY _ - Py 5 qQ ” 
ES S IDES B.- ERS Bin oi wh TT I = SEE _=, nn ate - GE a ea IE OED. TITS oF 
.. =. A ESDDERICZ ITS SS 0 — > => =y Sx ER , — Inns ene = _— 5 =m=32 
_ —_ 0 LOTS > k Y 2 — 
__ ow _—_ X - _ : 
_ - w _ —_ = — —— _ —_ 
. 


EEE DEE SS a AA 
So —_ 

» 

» 


—OW_— 


= <EFIEE Sr 
— 
—,”, of 
*Taad * 


«4 4M 1 ” ” Gn = _- , Y 


"*L'I 
Eſtate, upon his departure out of Exg- 
land towards Grier, 17 R. 2. 1393. and 
afterwards made his Will, 1394. Where- 
as the ſaid ſettlement made 17 R. 2. was 
alſo a Will, and was but of part of the 


Eſtate which he had by his Mother; and 


beſides that and the other Will, dated 
1394. he madea third Will, 1399, by 
which laſt Will he gave directions to his 
Feotfees how to diſpoſe of all his Mo- 


| thers Lands; but he diſpoſed not of 


thoſe Lands hehad as Heir to his Father, 
by any of the ſaid Wills. 2 

12. He fays (page 333.) that Johr 
Mainwaring of Over-Peover , married 
Margaret, the Widow of Sir oh: War- 


. ren of Poyntan in Cheſhire, and Daugh- 


ter and Heir of Sir Joh Stafford of Wig- 
ham,about 13 Rich. 2. For Sir Fohn War- 
rex died the Tenth of Rzch. 2. But how 
Sir Fohr Warrez's dying in the Tenth of 
Rich. 2.doth prove, that the faid Fohx 

Mainwaring married his Widow, 'about 
the Thirteenth of Rzch. 2. I confefs T do 

not underſtand. 

' 13. He fays (page 333.) that Joh: 

Mainwaring was made Sheriff of Cheſhire, 

4 Her. 4. and continued Sheriff 5 Hl. 4. 

and 6 H.4. but he omits his being Sheriff 

STS. 14. He 


Tz" | 

14. He ſays, ( page 333.) that John 
Mainwaring died 11 H. 4. 1410. where- 
as he was certainly dead in the year 
I 409: — 2” 

15. Heſays (page 334- _) that Margery 
ſurvived her Husband Randle Main- 
waring,. and erected a Stone-Chappel on 
the South-{ide of Over-Peover Church, 
with the two Monumentstherein for her 
ſelf and her Husband,- 1456. Whereas 
the ſaid 'Margery was certainly dead in 
the year 1449- and died ſeveral years 
before her ſaid Husband, as you may ſee 
m the 75, 76, 77, and 78 pages of my 
Defence of Amicia, printed in the year 
POTS. 
16. He ſays (page 334- ) that Sir Joh 
Mainwaring of Over-Peover died about 
the very end of Edw.4. Reign; but the 
faid King Edward died in the Twenty 
third year of his Reign, and the faid Sir 
_ Fobn Se was certainly dead on 
the 14 day of April, in the Twentieth 
pong the ſaid Kings Reign, as appears 
y a Precept to the ſcheator of Cheſhire, 
bearing the ſaid date. 

17. He omits in the 335 page, Agnes | 
the Daughter of Johr Mainwaring of 
Peover, Eiq; and Wife of Sir Robert 
ES Nedhban 


(13) 
Nedham Knight 3 and this, although he 
had been informed of a two-fold un- 
doubted proof thereof, as you may ſee 
in the 79 and 80pages of my Defence of 


Amicia, before mentioned. -- - 


18.He poſitively ſays( page 335 ) that 
Katherine the Daughter of Sir Joh 
Mainwaring,was married to Williams, Son 
of Humphrey Newton of Pownall, 13 H. 
8. 1521. But the Decds concerning thoſe 
Lands which ſhe was to have in Joyn- 
ture ( at which time ſhe was certainly 
unmatried) were dated the firſt and ſe- 
cond of March, in 13 H.8. which was 
in the year 1521. according to the ac- 
count of the Church of: Exgland, but 


' inthe year 1522. according to the Ju- 
| tian account. Now the Dominical Let- 


ter being that- year E. and the Golden 
Number 3. the ſecond of March would 
be Shrove-Sunday, and Eaiter-dayon the 
twentieth of April; and Lext being a 
time not uſual for Marriage, and eſpe- 
cially. 1m the time .of King Herry the 


Eighth, in all probability the Marriage 
; was not till after Eaſter; and if ſo, it was 


not until theyear 1522. However there 
1s no certainty of what Sir Pefey there 


lays. 


19, He 


--- a | 
19. He alſo (in the faid 335 page) tells 
us, how Sir John Mainwaring was She- 
riff of Fliztſhire. 6 H. 8. 1514. but takes 
no notice of his being Sheriff there in 
the 23 and 24 years of King Hey. 7. and 
x Herr. 8.and 2 Hez.8.and probably ever 
from then - v7 end of 6 Hey. 8. 

20. Heſays (page 335. ) that Sir Joh 
Mainwaring ie? S) a 8. , 515. dk nan 
nopartof theeighth yearof King Her.8. 
was 11 any part of the year 1515. nei- 
ther did the faid Sir Joh die in the 
eighth year of the ſaid King. 

21. He ſays (page 335. ) that Sir Ran- 
dle Mainwaring, after the death of his 
firſt Wife, married Elizabeth,the Daugh-_ 
ter ofSir Ralph Leiceſter of Toft, 6 Edw. 
6, 1551. but hecannot provethat they 
were married until the year 1552. | 
22, He ſays C page 336.) that Philip 
Mainwaring of Over-Peover, Eſq. fifth 
Son of Sir John Mainwaring, and Bro- 
ther and next Heir-male to Sir Randle, 
married Azze, Daughter of Sir Rarfe 

| Leiceſter of Toft; and tells us from his 
Monument the time of the ſaid Philip's 
death. But though the reſt of them died 
young, yet Philip was born the ſeventh, 
and not the fifth Son of the ſaid Sir Fohr, 


as 
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_as appears by the Monument of the ſaid 


Sir JFohz, which is1n the ſame Chappel 
that the Monument of the faid 7hzlip 
Is 1n. | 

23. Heſays (inthe fame page ) that 
the Herald m the Reign of Queen Ek- 
zabeth, made for the Coat of the ſaid 
Sir Randle the elder, Barry of twelve 
preces, Argent and Gules. But the Coat 
which the faid Sir Raxdle did then uſu- 
ally beat, was, Argent ſix Barulets Gules, 
which the ſaid Sir Razdle did give, be- 
cauſe the: moſt antient of- the Deeds of 
the Mainwarings were ſealed with ſix 
Barulets; but the Mainwarings ſince 
then have. again given #wo Bars onely, 


, according to what they had done ofa 


long time before, the two Bars having 
been alſo uſed to Deeds without date: 
Alſo tn the 330 page, you may read, that 
Sir Peter knew the antient Coat to be 
fix Barulets,and not tobe Barry of twekve 

pieces Argent and Cules. 
_ 24- He alſofays (in that ſame page ) 
that Sir Randle Mainwaring the elder. 
built the Hall of Over-Peover a new, 
1586. the Fabrick being now of Brick : 
but one part of the ſaid Houſe was built 
T5285. and another part was built 1586. 
25. He 


ry 

25. He ſays (page 336. ). that Sir Phi- 
lip Mainwaring , youngeſt Son of Sir 
"Randle Mainwaring the elder, of Peover, 
Knight, was Secretary of [rclanud to the 
Earl of Strafford, 1638. Whereas the 
faid Sir Philip was his Majeſty's Secretary 
of State there. | 

26. He ſays (page 336.) that Sir Philip 
Mainwaring died, 2® die Auguſti, 1661. 
at London ; But he died at Weſtminſter, 
at Sir Philip Warwick's Houfe, which 1s 
mor near to St. Fames's Park. 

27. He allo ſays (in the ſame page 
that Azze, third Daughter of Sir Razale 
Mainwairing, of Peover, the younger, 
(which Az#e was Couſin-Germain to the 
faid Sir Peter) married Robert Brierwood 
of Cheſter, Counſellor at Law, after, Sir 
Robert Brierwood, Knighted 1643. and 
Fudge of three Shires in Wales : But he 
takes no notice that he was made Ser- 

ant at Law 1640. nor that he was 
made one of the Judges of the Kings 
Bench 1643. Indeed amongſt the Recor- 
ders of Cheſter, ( page 187.) he tells us, 
that the ſaid Sir Robert was made Judge 
of the Common-Pleas , and Knighted at 
Oxford 1643. But the ſaid Sir Robert was 
never any Judge of the Court of Com- 


1707t< 


(15) 
#0#-Pleas, but the King did conſtitute 
hit, mm Juſticiariorum ad placita coe 
rani Rege, 11 the year 1643. that 1s, he 
then made him one of the Judges of the 
King's Bench, or Upper Bench : Burt it 
ſeems Sir Peter did not know the mean- 
ing of the aforeſaid words. He _ in 
the 334 page) ſays, That Sir Joh Ned- 
ham, who married Margaret,the Daugh- 
ter of Randle Mainwaring, was Juiticia- 
rims de Banco; and Judge of Cheſter, 
r Edw. 4. that , he was then one of the 
Judges of the Court of Common-Pleas, 
and Judge of Cheſter; for he was FuSt- 
tiarins de Banco, 1n the year 1457. 35 
Her. 6. and, he was Judge ot Cheſter 
1 Edw. 4. But as Sir Peter did miſtake 
Tuſticiarius ad placita coram Rege, to be 
a Judge of the Common-Pleas ; to I fup- 
poſe he did there erroneoully take Ju- 
ſticiarins de Banco to be a Judge of the 
King's Bench, or elſe I believe he would 
have told us, that the faid John Need- 
ham was afterwards made a Judge of the 
King's Bench, for he had a Patent to 


beone of the Judges ofthat Court 1472. 


11 Fdw. 4. as you may lee in the Chro- 
2ica Series, at the end of Mr. Dugdale's 
Origines Jaridiciales, printed in the year 
L666, B 28. He 
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28. He ſays (page 336. ) That philip 
Mainwaring Elqz Son and Heir of Sir 
Randle the younger, -married El/err, 
Daughter of Edward Mynſhul of Stoke, 
Eſqz 20 Fac. 1622. But the ſaid philip 
and E/ezz were married 1617. and their 
eldeſt Son Randle was born the 25 of 
July, 1619. and their ſecond Son Philip 
was born the 25 of May, 1621. 

29. He ſays (page 337.) that Mrs.E/er: 
Mainwaring built a ſtately Stable and 
Dove-houte at Peover, in the year 1654. 
But the ſaid Stable was built in the year 
1653. and finiſhed within 1654. and the 
ſaid Dove-houſe was not built till the 
year 1656. g 

29. He ſays ( page 336.) That Marga- + 
ret Daughter of Sir Randle Mainwair- 
7ng the younger, and Wite of Henry 
Birkenhead, died at CheSter 25 Fuly 
1661, but ſhe died on Satarday the 20 
of July, 1661. and was buried at Back- 


ford on Tweſday the 23 day of the ſaid 


moneth. | 
I alſo think good (having this opportu- - 
nity) to remind the Reader, how in the 
63 page of my Anſwer to Sir Peter's 
two Books, I did declare, That fince it 
did appear, that he was reſolved to have 


the 


7: 
the laſt word, although he had nothing 
new to ſay, that if whathe did after thar 


time write, did prove no more to the 


purpoſe, than what he had: faid. in his 


ſaid two Books, that I would not ap- 


pear 1n Print againſt him any more, but 
would chuſe to vindicate my Grand- 
mother and my fclt by word of mouth, 


 whenloever I ſhould have an opportu- 


nity ſoto do. And for this reaſon, when 


Sir Peter did, within a»few days after, 


Print his Advertiſement to the Reader, 
becautle it did contain little, but a mi- 


ſtake of his, of a Record concerning 
Lhewellin Prince of North-Wales, | did 


thereupon forbear to publiſh that An- 


{wer which I did write to the ſame. 
Since that time, Sir Peter hath put out 
at once no leſs than three Books con- 
cerning the ſame Subject, viz. His Se- 
cond Reply, his Peroratio ad Le&orem, 
and a Third, which he calls, The Caſe 
of Amnicia trul } Stated ; which certainly 
was a great deal of loſt labour, 1t his for- 


mer Books had made the Caſe ſo clear, 


as he all along hath pretended they did, 
In all thoſe Books which Sir Peter 
hath written upon, this occafion, the 
f B 2 lame 


o 


fame thingsare ſaid over and over again, 
ſo very often, as I believe the like will 
not be found elfewhere; ſo that it 
quld be pleaſant, if fome perſon, wha 
ath little Elſe to do, would take an ac- 
count how many times he hath repeated 
the fame things. Since hedid declare in 
his farſt Rep A that he had taken his 
leaye for ever 'of this Controverſie;z he 
hath printed nolefs than ſeven ſeveral 
things, and four of them finceI did ap- 
pear publickly againſt him 3 and in the 
end of his Peroratio ad LeGorem, he lays 
hehath done, if I have done, which is 
as muchas to fay, That fo long as I print 
any thing concerning Amicia, he will | 
never have done: For thiscaule, though 
T intend ſpeedily to write an Anſiver tq 
that part of the Record, which is men- 
tioned in the 76 page, and the firſt part 
of the 77 page in his ſaid Peraratio, yet 
I donot defon it at preſent for the _ 
lick Preſs; Ay I ſhall willing 
ſhew both j it, and my Anſwer to his of 
wertiſement to the Reader, to all know- 
ing perſons, who ſhall come to me, and 
defire to ſee the ſame; and I do not 


doubt but to give them full Se: 
0 


of Sir Peter's miſtakes, concerning both 
thoſe Records, and that they * not 
prove thoſe things which-he doth con- 
ceit they do. 

As for that Letter of mine, which Sir 
Peter doth ſpeak of in the- 63, 80, 82, 
and 84 pages in his Peroratio ad Leio- 
rem, it 1s poſlible I might write to a 
Kinſman of his and.mine, to acquaint 
him how Mr. D#gdale had delivered his 
Opinion in Print on my fide; as alſo 
what I had received from a very good 
hand, concerning ſeveral of our Judges 
but I know nothing ae all of my Letter 
being left with Mr. [Þrop, the Stationer 
in Cheſter, to be divulged and made 
known to every man in Town. And I 
am ſure I did not write, that Mr. Dug- 
dale had moved the Judges in the caſe ; 
for Mr. Duzdale was nat in Loxdor 
when that Meeting was, neither did he 
or I know of 1t, till that Meeting was 
paſt, and it was occafſion'd. by Sir Peter's 
Appeal to them : But though he once 
thought the Judges of this Land fit per- 
ſons to determine this Controverſie, yet 
he now ſays in the 81 page in his Pe- 
roratio ad LeGorem, That this Weſſon 

at 


i & + 
' hath nothing of any Law in the caſe, 'and 
therefore unfit to be put to our Reverend 
Judges for their Opinions, unieſ5 all the 
Records and Hiſtories touching the ſame, 
together with the Reaſons alledged on both 
fedes, were produced before them : It 3s 
amore proper for them to judge onely upon | 
the point of Law. Now how they 'can 
Judge upon the pointof Law, if therebe 
-nothing-of any-Law in the caſe, may be 
perhaps very dithcult for any but Sir 
Peter to tell. - | 
He alſo1n the 66 and 67 pages of his 
ſaid Book, ſays, That Mr. Duedate ſome 
years ago, did draw up my Pedigree, 
wherein he put Amicia without the di- 
ſtinction. of a Baſtard, and is therefore 
themore concern d to ſtickle for me, in _ 
this conteſt: But though he deal not 
well with me, in charging me unjuſtly 
with many things 1n his former, and alſo 
1n theſe his laft Books, (which thoſe that 
are Learned will eafily diſcover ) yet 
Mr. Dzgdle 1s a perſon of that know- 
ledge and integrity, that I believe he 
cannot per{ſwade any one man, that Mr. 
D#zdale doth (tickle for me herein upon 
taat account. And Sir Peter himſelf very 
well 


23) 


well knows, that. long before'that Pedi- 


gree of mine was drawn, 'Mr. Dagdale 


was, of the Jame_ judgment concerning 
Amicia, of.which:he tnow. . _ . | 
IT do alſo expe, that Sir Peter will 
write feveral Books againſt what I have 
here publiſhed, about his: Miſtakes con- 
cerning my. Family ; which it he do, I 
ſhallnot go about publickly to anſwer 
any of them, becauſe I know I ſhould 
then undertake a work which would 
never have an end: But if any'one will 
come to me, I will ſhew proot of all the 
Uncertainties, Omiſhons, and Miſtakes, 
which I have charged Sir Peter withall , 
and they are not any of them to be im- 
puted to the Printers negligence; for 


Sir Peter re&ifies ſome Onnſlions and. 
Errors1n his Hiſtorical Antiquities, atthe 


end of his Anſwer to my Defence of Ani- 
cia, and tells the Reader, That thoſe 
Amendments will ſet kim ſtreight, together 


with the Corre@ion of the Errata's of 


Printing, committed by the great neglt- 
gence of the Printer, which are now men- 
tioned and refijied by a diStind page, at 
the end of the ſaid Book, And there are 


' none of thoſe which I charge him with, 
mentioned 


- 
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mentioned in either of the faid places, | 
except that about the Chappel at Peover, 
which he ſaid Margery, the Wife of 
Randle Mainwaring, did ere&; and that 
about Agnes Mainwaring, Wits of Sir 
Robert Nedham: both which hedid not 
rectifie, until I told him of thoſe Errors; 
in the latter end of the firſt Book, which 
I did write. 


. Baddeley, Auguſt | a 
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